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Document #707  Fields, Sarah M.      Individual 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Sarah M. Fields [mailto:sarahmfields@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 16, 2005 10:12 PM 
To: Donald Metzler 
Cc: Loren Morton; Mike Fleigel 
Subject: IUSA's Proposal for the Moab Mill Project 
 
Dear Mr. Metzler, 
 
Upon review of International Uranium Corporation's (IUSA's) submittal, 
"Moab Tailings Project White Mesa Slurry Pipeline Option: Preliminary 
Cost  
Estimate and Technical Report" (May 9, 2003), I have some questions regarding 
the applicability of the various sections of the Uranium Mill Tailings 
Radiation Control Act of 19789 (UMTRCA) to the proposed project and  
question about rights of way. 
 
I. IUSA Operations 
 
The activities at the Moab Mill are currently under the supervision and 
direction of the Department of Energy (DOE) pursuant to Title I of UMTRCA. 
 
IUSA's proposal contains three major operations: 1) a slurry preparation plant 
at the Moab Mill, 2) slurry and recycle pipelines between the preparation 
plant and the IUSA Mill at White Mesa, and 3) the disposal site at White Mesa. 
Currently the IUSA mill is operated under a 10 C.F.R. Part 40 source material 
license pursuant to Title II of UMTRCA. 
 
IUSA proposal states that the slurry preparation plant will be under 
IUSA's supervision and direction.  The pipelines will also be under their 
control and direction. It appears that IUSA would own both operations. 
 
QUESTIONS: 
 
1. Since IUSA believes that they would control and operate the slurry 
preparation 
plant and the materials that enter that plant at the Moab Mill will, at 
that point, 
become the property of IUSA, under what regulatory regime would IUSA operate 
that slurry preparation plant?   
 
2. Would that slurry plant become part of IUSA's Title II licensed activities? 
If so, is the DOE authorized to have a Title II operation at a Title I 
facility? 
 
3. Would IUSA operate the slurry preparation plant as a contractor to 
the DOE? 
 
If so, would the DOE have oversight responsibility for that Moab Mill 
operation? 
 
4. Would the pipelines become part of IUSA's licensed activities?  If 
not, which 
State or Federal agency or agencies would have oversight over the construction 
and operation of the pipeline.  Which statutes and regulations apply? 
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5. If IUSA takes ownership of the tailings at the Moab site and their slurry 
operation and/or pipelines are part of their uranium mill facility operation, 
where in statute and NRC or State of Utah regulations is this 
authorized?  What 
Part 40 regulations, guidances, manuals, etc., apply to this type of 
operation? 
 
6. I may have missed some questions.  Basically, I would like to know what 
statutes and regulations would apply and how they would be applied to 
the slurry 
preparation and pipeline facilities and operations if the IUSA proposal 
is approved. 
 
II. Rights of Way 
 
The fact that it is doubtful that IUSA would be able to get a right of way 
over the Matheson Wetlands Perserve would seem to be something that 
would preclude the implementation of IUSA's proposed project.  Yet, many FTE's 
and funds have been spent on considering a proposal that would be moot 
because the required rights of way are likely not available to this 
private entity. 
 
I do not understand why this basic issue has not been brought up and settled. 
IUSA seems to think that a non-publicly available memo from a law office 
suffices as a reasonable assurance that there is no problem with rights 
of way. 
 
QUESTION: 
 
1. Why has the DOE gone ahead with consideration of the the IUSA proposal 
when it it quite possible that IUSA will not be able to abtain the required 
rights of way?   
 
2. Why has the DOE not even bothered to inquire of the various owners or  
responsible parties for the land that IUSA would have to cross with a pipeline 
in order to determine whether any right-of-way difficulties might arise that 
would block IUSA's proposed project? 
 
3. If the IUSA Mill alternative is chosen as the preferred alternative, 
is the DOE authorized or prepared in any way to exert federal authority 
in order 
to obtain the required rights of way on behalf of IUSA?   
 
The DEIS sheds no light on these legal and regulatory authority questions. 
 
Thank you for your attention to these matters. If you are unable to answer 
these questions with authority, please refer them to the appropriate persons. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Sarah M. Fields 
P.O. Box 143 
Moab, Utah 84532 




